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THIS REPORT EVALUATES THE FROGRESS OF 14 PILOT
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A 6-7-8 OR A 5-6-7 GRADE STRUCTURE. NINE OF THE SCHOOLS SERVE
CHILDREN IN ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED AREAS. A SPECIALLY
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i THE PROGRAM. DATA WERE GATHERED ASSESSING (1) THE EXTENT OF ; ;
§; INTEGRATION IN THE PILOT SCHOOLS, (2) SCHOOL FERSONNEL AND ; i
: ! FACILITIES, (3) SCHOOL ORGANIZATION AND SERVICES, AND (4) i i
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g MOBILITY, INADEQUATE SCHOOL FACILITIES, STATIC ETHNIC ;
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A.

policy concerned with excellence for the schools of New York City which

‘said:

GRADE REORGANIZATION OF MIDDLE SCHOOLS

IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM

CHAPTER I, INTRODUCTION

Background

On April 28, 1965, the Board of Education adopted a statement of

There needs to be developed a new program of education in
this city for the intermediate years of schooling. The
exact grades of this new program are not as important as
are its nature and content.

One of the most important phases of the education in this
period for a pupil will be his introduction to other chil-
dren who are different from those with whom he associated
in his elementary school.

But at or about the fifth grade there must be added to this
program an extra ingredient -- the sharing of learning ex-
periences and life values with other children of different
races, nationalities and economic status.

The Board of Education, therefore, directs the Superintendent
of Schools to produce within the comlng school year an inter-
mediate program for introduction in September 1966.1

The basic des1gn for an intermediate school was conceived in
December 1965 and the Superintendent of Schools, in his
recommendations to the Board of Education on grade level re-

organization adopted this basic design with slight modification

and proposed:

1Board of Education, Implementation of Board Polic

the

on Excellence for

City's Schools. New York, the Board, April 2% 1965, p. 5.

aNew York City Public School Committee Recommendations to the Super-

intendent of Schools, December 20, 1965,
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the establishment of the four-year intermediate schocl

composed of grades 5, 6, 7 and 8. ...the four-year

intergedigte school appears to be the most ?ffegtive

organization for the middle years of schooling.

The first step in the direction of grade reorganization was taken
in September 1965 when the ninth grades of 31 junior high schools were
removed and the pupils transferred to the ninth grade of senior high
schools, and sixth graders from elementary schools were moved into 27
junior high schools, thus converting them into transitional middle or
"Intermediate Schools" with grades six, seven, and eight. These were
evaluated by the Center for Urban Education in June of 1966, at the
end of the first year of operation.h

This new type of organization received the approval of the Board
of Education in the spring of 1966 with recommendations that it be
introduced in 14 pilot schools by September 1966.5

In order to make the educational program of the intermediate
schools effective, intensive curriculum modifications and revisions as
well as extensive teacher training programs were undertaken during the

spring and summer of 1965-66 school year for the September 1966 dead-

line.

3

Superintendent of Schools, Action for Excellences Recommendations of
the Superintendent of Schools to the Board of Education, January 18,
1966, p. 5.

L
Center for Urban Education, An Evaluation of the Transitional Middle

School in New York City. Evaluation Director, Dr. E. Terry Schwarz,
New York, August 31, 1966.

5Board of Education of the City of New York, Action Towards Excellence -
Grade Level Reormzanization, April 6, 1966.
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New curriculum materials were developed by twenty-one task force
committees of the Board of Education to implement the philosophy and

objectives of the Intermediate School program, primarily for grades

6

An evaluation of these curriculum materials was comple-

ted by the Center for Urban Education.7 A program for training teachers

and supervisors in the nature of the intermediate schools, its object-

ives, procedures and new curriculum was organized and conducted for the

staffs of 12 intermediate schools during the spring and summer of 1966.

These were the schools designated as pilot schools in which the new pro-

gras was introduced in September 1966. The Center for Urban Education

was requested to evaluate this teacher training program.

8

B. Objectives of the 1966-67 Intermediate School Program

The major objectives of the program were described as follows:

1.

2.

3.

.

to cultivate the abilities and encourage the self-fulfillment
of students;

to meet the individual needs of pupils more effectively;

to maintain pupil motivation by providing a curriculum con-
sistent with each pupil's abilities, aptitudes, and needs in
modern uvrban society;

to achieve better ethnic distribution in the middle years of
school;

6New York City Public Schools, Primary School, Intermediate Schools
Four Year Comprehensive High School. Committee Recommendations to the

Superintendent of Schools, December 20, 1965, pp. 38-Llk,

7

Center for Urban Educatlon, A Project to Develop a Curriculum for

Disadvantaged Students in the Intermediate Schools., Evaluation

Director, Dr. C. M. Long, New York, Nov. 1, 1966.

Center for Urban Education, A Project to Provide Teacher-Supervisor
Training Needed to Implement in 12 Schools Servicin ng Disadvantaged

Pupils the Phllosophy, Objectives, Curriculum, Being Developed for

Disadvantaged Pupils in the New Type of Intermediate (Middle) School.

Project Director, Marshall Tyree, August 31, 1965,
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9. to improve the quality of human relations among students and
their skills in living in urban society by providing them with
ethnically integrated schools, and to improve pupil attitudes
-- especially in relation to image toward other pupils of
different ethnic, religious and social groups;

6. to improve academic competence and achievement in relation

to the rate of academic growth normally found among education-
ally deprived children in the intermediate grades,

C. Objectives of this 1966-67 evaluation

The purpose of the present evaluation is to assess this plan as it
functioned in the fourteen designated pilot intermediate schools during
the first year of the program. This study attempted to determine the
extent to which the objectives of the program were realized. Since this
was the first year of a new educational program, the evaluation empha-

sized movement toward, rather than achievement of, objectives.

D. Description of Pilot Schools
- -

The intermediate program was introduced into fourteen schools in
September 1966, which were designated as the pilot intermediate schools.9
The schools were located in four boroughs -- five in Manhattan, one in
the Bronx, three in Brooklyn and five in Queens. Of all the pilot
schools, four were housed in new buildings and ten in regular junior
high schools. Nine of the schools served economically disadventaged
children and were designated as "special service" (S.S.) schools.

The grade structure in nine of these schools was 6-7-8, although

ultimately the intermediate school structure mey be 5-6-7-8. The schools
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9In some instances, hereafter, only 13 pilot schools are referred to in
in the report. Data could not be obtained, consistently, from one

school (12U) because of pending administrative changes within that
school.




were organized into subschools; these are described later in the study.
The new, revised curriculum was introduced at sixth grade level in
(1966-67) and is scheduled to proceed to the seventh and eighth grades
in sequence. This curriculum included new subjects such as typing,
foreign language and urban living.

The implementation of this curriculum required.continuous teacher
and supervisory training which preceded the introduction of the program
in September 1966 and continued into the fall of 1967 as a series of
six workshops.

Feeder patterns were established wherever possible, to achieve a more
integrated setting than existed in the neighborhood schools.

Additional data for each of the pilot schools such as grade struc-
ture, school register, ethnic composition, special service designations,
and location were also compil.ed.lo

In order to maintain anonymity in this study, the pilot schools

have been designated according to a code and are referred to as 2B, 21G

and so forth.

E. Plan of the Evaluation

The present evaluation was designed as a three stage procedure:
i initial study, follow-up study and summary study.

1. Initial Study

2 AR e 4 Y

The aim of this first stage was to cbtain detailed information

concerning 14 pilot schools at the inception of the program. Data were

Errdsty IR A ISR G 2§ sy,

A R W
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10These are found in Appendix Al.
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obtained assessing the objectives of the program, adequacy of school
personnel and facilities, school organization and available services,

curriculum, extent of desegregation and integration, and parent and

community participation.ll

2. Follow-Up Study

In the second phase of this study, the schools in operation were

B Lol o ; T T BN FPAa gty FaFown e ITEy @ 5w TS
. . . " D 02 AU g SR RSB R YR et A o RN T -
e o o I S S N ot T

SURSTOINN- Lo om0 VIR OISty ot 5 SAD, S

assessed with particular emphasis on the sixth grade, the level at
which the program was focused. This included a follow-up of those
areas previously assessed in the initial study, to note what changes had
taken place in this interim period.12 Feeder school patterns were also
assessed.13

In addition, intensive studies were conducted in six of the pilot

schools considered to be a representative sample. Here the evaluation

1
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3
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was directed toward social work and psychological services, teacher

evaluation of the new subject areas of the curriculum, observations of

the integration process by staff members, as well as parent and student (

reactions to the progra.m.lh

AR L TR R Ry

3. Summary Study
In this final stage, progress in reading achievement of sixth
grade pupils in pilot, nonpilot and elementary schools was compared,

based upon performance on citywide tests.

llLetters to Principals of Pilot Schools and questionnaires for the
initial studies are found in Appendix BI.

12.All instruments used in Follow-up Study are found in Appendix BIT.

13 Instruments for feeder school study are found in Appendix BIII
1y
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Instruments for Parent and Pupil Reaction Study are found in Appendix
BIV.

i o R TR AR AN it th st o ey ot e

:
{
i
i
o
&
b
5
i
p
:
E
§.
&
3
f)i
¥

b
U=




AL AT Sl PR A

13 e S0y 2 B D BN AR B Tt e T A N ENIE S it

e A T T i £ T AP ) L AU AN
e s S - S RS Pl

Sources of Data and Instrum.ents15

The data used for this evaluation included official school records
as well as responses to questionnaires, interviews and checklists of
school administrators, guidance and service personnel, teachers, pupils
and parents. The descriptions that follow refer to surveys made in all
but one of the 1l pilot schools.16

l. Questionnaire on Objectives of the Program:

During the 1966 fall semester, principals of the pilot schools
expressed their views via questionnaires and interviews of the imme-
diate and long range objectives of the Intermediate School Program,
2. School Survey:

Early in the school year, principals assessed the adequacy of

organization, personnel, facilities and curriculum materials. In

April of 1967, they assessed changes, in response to a follow-up

questionnaire.
3. Ethnic Survey:

The ethnic composition of each school, and of its sixth grade
population, were obtained from the schools as well as from the
official survey of the Board of Education of October 31, 1966,

L, Desegregation and Integration Assessment:
In November of 1966 and again in the spring of 1967 a survey

was made to determine the extent of desegregation and of integra-

lsAll instruments discussed in this section are found in Appendix B,

16

The omitted school was one for which complete data could not be ob-
tained because of changes in supervisory personnel.
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tion in the pilot schools. A survey of feeder schools was made to
ascertain the effect of feeder patterns on the ethnic distribution
of pilot receiving schools.

5. Guidance and School Appraisal Services:

Guidance counselors responded to questionnaires assessing the
needs of, and services available to, sixth grade pupils.
6. Sixth Grade Organization Survey:

Responses to questionnaires by assistants to principal (who
supervised the sixth grades), assessed the effectiveness of or-
ganization and functioning of sixth grade classes.

T. Attendance and Transiency Study:

These data were obtained from school reports submitted to the
Board of Education throughout the school year.

8. Staff and Class Data:

Average class size, number of professionals in each school,
the percentage of regularly appointed teachers, and the years of
teaching experience were obtained from official Board of Education
records.

The descriptions that follow refer only to the six pilot schools,

in which more intensive studies were conducted.,

1., New Curriculum Appraisal:

Teachers of typing, foreign language and urban living in the
six pilot schools assessed their curricular areas by responding to
questionnaires and interviews,

2. lIntegration:

Teamsof staff members observed and recorded on observational
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schedules, data related to pupils, staff members, instructional
materials and exhibits related to integration.
3. Pupil Checklist:

A pupil checklist to obtain reactions of sixth grade pupils to
their school, its program and its effect on their self-image was
administered by the evaluators, to two classes in each of the six
pilot schools.

L, Parent Checklist:

An anonymous checklist, in Spanish and English, was distribu-
ted to the parents of the pupils in the two classes referred to
above. Its purpose was to obtain parent reactions to the program.
5. Pupil Performance Analysis:

Sixth-grade-reading comprehension scores on citywide stand-
ardized tests for September 1966 and April 1967 were collected
and analyzed. Gains in reading comprehension among sixth graders
in the six pilot schools were compared with those of sixth graders
in six ethnically and socioeconomically comparable non-pilot schools.
Another reading comprehension comparison was made bet.cen pilot
school pupils, non-pilot school pupils and sixth graders in eth-

nically and socioeconomically similar elementary schools.

F. Comparison of Pilot and Nonpilot Intermediate Schoo;s

Since this study involves both pilot and nonpilot schools, it is
necessary to point out the similarities and differences between them.
Both pilot and nonpilot schools have a 6-7-8 grade structure. However,

the pilot schools have a sixth grade curriculum which includes some newer
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subjects such as typing, foreign language, and urban living. Pilot

0 et )

§

§ schools received additional staff, language laboratories, special

? supervision, curriculum workshops, and materials, In addition to analy

ot

g zing the organization, curriculum and supporting services, it is neces-

% sary to consider other differences that might affect the implementation

% of the program.

% 1. Ethnic Composition of Pilot and Nonpilot Intermediate Schools

§ The ethnic composition of pilot and nonpilot schools was compared

é and is summarized in table 1.

| Table I

? Ethnic Composition of Pilot i

: and Nonpilot Intermediate Schools ;

! Oct. 31, 1966 Census ;

iy No. of No. of Total Population No. of Sixth Grade Population i

! Schools Pupils Percentages Pupils Percentages :

) P.R. N. 0. P.R. N. 0. '

; Nonpilot-30 u44,181 27.5 42.5 30.0 11,821 31.7 Lk,9 23.4 :

Pilot-14 19,358 22.5 38.% 39.1 4,620 21.9 35.2 L2.9 i

v L] [ ] [ ] L] L] L] L] L] L] [ ] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] ? [ ] L] L] L] L] L] L] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] [ ] L] L] L] L] ’Eﬂ;

? As can be seen from Table I, in the 30 nonpilot schools, there were E

g 5 per cent more "Puerto Rican", L per cent more "Negro" and 9 per cent ;

§ less "other" than in the pilot schools. The sixth grade nonpilot popu- é

: lation differed even more, with about 10 per cent more "Puerto Rican", i

§ 10 per cent more "Negro," and about 20 per cent less "other" in the E

!
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§ pilot schools.17

? It was found that 4 of the fourteen pilot schools were segregated18
g as compared to 15 of 30 nonpilot schools. Thus, less than one third of
; the pilot schools and one half of the nonpilot schools were segregated

schools.
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2. Average Class Size .
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The average size of sixth grade classes in pilot and nonpilot %

i schools was compared, using the October 31, 1966 census and the attend- f
§ ance reports for the second attendance period (October 17 to November 18, é
1966) end the sixth period (March 6 to April 1k, 1967). The attendance é
: reports provide data about class size, in the middle of each school term, i
and therefore indicated the trend for the entire school year. %

These findings are summarized in Table 2.
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Table II
Average Size of Sixth Grade Classes :
in Pilot and Nonpilot Intermediate Schools )
i
! Oct. 31, 1966 Period II  Period VI Difference IT VI ;
i Pilot 27.3 27.6 27.0 -0.6 i
Nonpilot 26.9 26.8 26.1 -0.7 )
Diffc (P-N.P. ) +00E ""008 +009 E
[ ] L] [ ] L ] [ ] L ] L] L ] [ ] L ] [ ] [ ] L ] [ ] [ ] L] L ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L ] L ] [ ] L ] L ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L ] [ ] L] [ ] L ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] 3
‘
2 17The ethnic census of the sixth grade pilot groups are in Appendix A2, %
! g
: 1'8'1‘hese schools had 10 per cent or less (0) white pupils. i
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Table IT shows that sixth grade classes in the pilot schools were con-
sistently slightly larger, throughout the school year, than those in the

nonpilot schools. The October 31, 1966 figures indicated that the pilot
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classes averaged O.4 more pupils. However, this difference was not stat-
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]
istically significant. During the second attendance period this differ-
% ence rose to 0.8, and during the sixth period to 0.9 pupils, which was v
3 also not statistically significant.
i
£
i 3. Pupil Attendance and Transiency ;
% The attendance and transiency of pupils in the pilot and nonpilot %
i |
? schools were also studied. Average attendance percentages and average 5
§ transiency percentages for the second and sixth attendance reporting \
] i
g periods were calculated and compared. Table III summarizes these findings. 3
13 2
| .
! Table III {
: Pupil Average Attendance and Transiency |
; in Pilot and Nonpilot Intermediate Schools :
| ;
iy Period II Period VI b
§ % Attendance 9%Transiency fAttendance ¢Transiency i
4 Pilot 91.2 6.0 85.6 bbb :
: Nonpilot 89.5 12,1 86.1 5.8 i
r Diff (P-N-P)  +1.7 6.1 0.5 -1k
x‘? L[] [ ) L[] [ ) [ ) [ ) L] L[] [ ) L[] L[] [ ) L[] L[] L[] [ ) L[] [ ) [ ) L[] L[] L[] [ ) L[] [ ) L] [ ) L[] [ ) [ ) L[] L[] [ ) L[] [ ) L[] L[] L[] [ ) S
% From Table IIT, it is evident that attendance in the pilot schools 4
: o
g during the second attendance period was 1.7 per cent higher than in the :
§ nonpilot schools and that pupil transiency was 6.1 per cent less. During : . %
g the sixth period, average per cent attendance in the pilot schools de- %
4 clined by 5.6 per cent and by 3.k per cent in the nonpilot school. Per ¢
i
§ cent of pupil transiéncy was 1.l per cent less on the average, in the §
| {
/ !
| g
|
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pilot schools as compared with the nonpilot school.
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4, Professional Services

One of the goals of the intermediate program was to maintain a ratio

Dy 3TV B R B JT

of 15 pupils per professional staff member. The professional staff in-

Ik Kt N AR 7 0 S o 4 et

cluded classroom teachers, supervisors and administrators, specialists,

i 3
%, guidance personnel, librarians, laboratory assistants, and audio-visual g
A g
5 ]
4 personnel. :
: Based on Oct. 31, 1966 data obtained from the Junior High School »
i. Office of the Board of Education, a comparison was made of professional ’
:
g services in pilot and nonpilot schools. These findings are given in §
; Table IV. i
: Table IV g
3 Ratio of Pupils to Professional Staff
: in Pilot and Nonpilot Intermediate Schools %
it

4 No. of Prof. Staff No. of Pupils Ratio

3 Pilot 1358 18,911 13.9

: Nonpilot 2956 42,793 4.5

Table IV indicates that there was a slightly better ratio of pupils
to staff in the pilot than in the nonpilot schools, 13.9 pupils to each
staff member as compared to 14.5. This difference in ratio was not
statistically significant. Among the pilot schools, four exceeded

fifteen pupils per professional, while among the nonpilot, there were

R NPT R Bt e i S TNk O APy e

nine such schools.
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5 Percentages of Regular Teachers and Length of Service
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The faculties of the pilot and nonpilot schools were compared for

percentage of regular teachers and length of service, It was found that
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59.7 per cent of the teachers in the pilot schools as compared to 49,k
per cent in the nonpilot schools were regularly appointed teachers; that

is, there were 10 per cent more regular teachers in the pilot schools,
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a difference that was statistically significant. About half the teachers 2
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in the nonpilot schools were subhstitutes. %

i With respect to length of service, 61 per cent of the teachers in g
§~ the pilot schools had been teaching four years or more, and 57.5 per _%
? cent of those in the nonpilot schools had been in service for this j
1 period. This difference was not statistically significent.
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CHAPTER II - ASSESSMENT BY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

The first ster in the evaluation was to obtain from the principals
of the intermediate pilot schools, their reaction to the stated objec-
tives of the program as they appear in the project description. To this
end, an interview schedule and questionnaire were prepared, in coopera-
tion with the Research Liaison Committee for the Intermediate Schools,
of the Board of Education.l The questionneire responses served as a
basis for subsequent interviews with the principalé of the pilot schools.
The questionnaire, in addition to séeking the principals' assessment of
the I.S. program objectives, also requested information on their pro-

fessional background.

A. Background of Pilot Intermediate School Principals: There were

twelve male and two female principals in these pilot schools. The re-
sponses indicated that these principals were experienced administrators
with a substantial background of teaching and supervisory experience'in
the New York City schools. Half of them had been principals for five
years or less; the others had served seven to twenty years in this posi-
tion. Thirteen of the principals had been serving at their present
schools, since, or prior to, the grade reorganizaticn (which occurred
in September 1964 in 1 school, in September 1965 in 7 schools, and in
September 1966 in 6 schools). Only one principal was newly assigned,

as of 1967.

lCopies of the cover letters and the Principals' Questionnaire on
Objectives are found in Appendices BI (a-c).
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Eleven of these supervisors indicated prior service, as principals

Nt AN, Tt AN AR TSP

of other schools, ranging from one half year to 13 years or an average

of 6 years. Ten had served as assistants to principals and one as de- §

[

partment chairman, for a period averaging over six years. Their prior :

% :
classroom teaching experience ranged from 5 to 19 years with an average é

of more than 10 years.

B. Assessment of Program Objectives

Since one of the purposes of the evaluation was to help clarify
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the immediate and long-range objectives of the intermediate schools,
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each principal was presented with a statement of the five basic objec-
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tives of the Intermediate School Project and asked to respond to the

two following questions:

1) Which objectives is the school (a) best prepared, (b) least
prepared, to achieve?

2) Which objectives are (a) deemed realizable in the current
year, and (b) which objectives must be regarded as long-range?

NI A e T S Ao sk

The five objectives, restated below, are followed by the number
of principals among the 1k pilot intermediate schools, who reacted in
a particular way to the questions posed. It is to be noted that not

all principals responded to each of the questions.
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Question I Question II

Best Least No Realizable Long No
1.S, OBJECTIVES Prepared Prepared Resp. This Year Range Resp.

et WA TOALE 2 et e TR TS b kel YA R p g R T WHRA LTSN ot

A. To cultivate the abilities 6 2 6 5 3 6 .

Al T AT, FU SRR AT e ) e A e N T T R R e N S TR e, o2 Ykt T

and encourage the self-fulfill- :

ment of students. :

B. To maintain pupil motiva- 7 2 5 5 3 6 .

tion by providing courses that 1

are consistent with the pupil's %

ability, aptitude, and needs. ;

C. To achieve better ethnic 7 - L 5 2 7 ;
distribution in the inter- :

{ mediate grades. i
D. To improve the quality of 5 3 6 L 3 - #
human relations among students B
: by providing them with ethnic- g
/ ally integrated schools and to i
3 improve pupil attitude espe- 4
4 cially in relation to seif-
_ image and in relation to other f
5 pupils of different ethnic, 1
t racial, religious or social ‘
j groups.
: 3
4 E. To improve academic achieve- 6 3 5 5 b 5
: ment in relation to the rate of ;
i growth normally found among j
i educationally deprived children 5
: in grades 5 through 8. -,
; 1
3
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Responses
i

Principals were fairly well divided as to which of the five objec-

oy 1t 2t AT 4

tives of the program their school was best prepared to achieve. Half

o Y

the principals chose pupil motivation and ethnic distribution. The

smallest number of principals chose integration. About one third

i ot alimmcaafolon e ks o Sl

failed to assess the objectives.,

The second question dealing with immediate and long-range objec-

SAR TR sl et L

tives received fewer responses than the first ‘question; 4O per cent did
not answer. Of those responding, they were equally divided as to which

of the five objectives could be realized this year.

S Y SR s s

One principal indicated orally that he could not realistically
indicate objective C (To achieve better ethnic distribution...) as a

realizable abjective, in view of the school's segregated neighborhood

and the ethnic composition of all his feeder schools. Other principals

VB O Tt i e 4 g 2, I LT TEEQLNRE SR AXUININ SR T

felt that an objective like D (To improve the quality of human relations

R st K

among students by providing them with ethnically integrated schools and

to improve pupil attitude especially in relation to self image and in

T L Ao ow SR NI

relation to other pupils of different ethnic, racial, religious or

e oL e P

social groups) was difficult to subscribe to because it was dual in in-

i omi i LD

tent, and a principal might subscribe to one part of it without the

realistic hope of attaining the other. (For example, where a principal

e b oo w0 P iapicrasy D — : o - .
AT R A St SV St M i S R 2 P o S S st o1 B A PP £ v Mooy e

wished to help improve pupil attitudes in relation to other ethnic,

racial, religious and social groups, but could not provide a truly inte-
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grated school situation under existing conditions, he avoided the choice
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of this objective, as being unrelated to his school's status.)
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C. Obstacles to Implementation

Other questions posed to these I.S. principals offered significant

data which should be considered in the future development of these

schools, When asked to state the major difficulties experienced or

anticipated, they cited factors which are listed below (in order of

frequency).
1. Inadequate provision for continued teacher-training as the
program expands.
2. High degree of teacher mobility.
3. Relative inexperience of large proportion of staff.
k. Inadequacy of physical plant. |
5. Overcrowding
6. Apparent static ethnic distribution due to neighborhood
Segregation and feeder school pattern.
7. High percentage of pupil mobility.
8. Community pressures and neighborhood stress,
9. Difficulties in obtaining adequate equipment and supplies.
10. Violence on bus transporting pupils to and from school.

D. Suggestions

In response to a request for suggestions to the evaluators in

assessing the project, some principals offered the following:

1.

2.

Any plans for continuation or expansion of the various facets
of the program should be shared with principals of Pilot I.S.
project schools as soon as possible, so that they (the princi-
pals) may anticipate next year's needs and be more knowledge-

able in response to parents' questions.

Consideration of school plant limitations es factors delaying
the introduction of team-teaching and special enrichment activ-

ities.
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3. Comparison of 6th grade achievement in pilot schools with that
of similar clesses in non-pilot junior high schools as well as
in elementary schools having the 6th grade.

4. Consideration of the need for involving parents and pupils, as
well as school staffs, in the innovations of the I.S. program.

5. Recognition of the fact that all facets of the program need not
be launched simultaneously.

6. Evaluation of the factors of teacher skills and attitudes.

7. 1Inclusion of some assessment of pupils’' aspirational levels
in the evaluation.

8. Consideration of the influence of the school on the community.
There was some mention of such items as: vagueness in Board of Educa-
tion directives, lack of supervision on the school bus, parental resis-
tance to the program, segregation in the staff and, finally, just "red
tape." A number of principals felt that "time" was a vital concomitant

of the full realization of the Intermediate School Program.

v

E. Discussion

There was & wide scatter of principals' reactions to the most
significant objectives of the Intermediate Schools Program as well as
to their hopes for present or future realization of these objectives.

There was, however, considerable agreement on the major obstacles,
experienced or anticipated, in relation to the realization of their
objectives. These were: lack of qualified, well-trained experienced
teachers; high teacher mobility; overcrowded and inadequate sciic»l

facilities; static ethnic patterns; and high pupil transiency.
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CHAPTER III - SCHOOL ORGANIZATION

Section A - School Persennel

1. Initial Study
(a) Assignment of Personnel
(b) School Experience Index
(¢) School Survey

2. Follow-Up Study of Personnel

Section B - School Physical Facilities

1. Initial Study
2. Follow-up Study
3. Recommendations
Ik, Discussion

Section C - Pilot School Structure

1. Grade Organization
2. Pupil Population
3. Subschools

4, Grouping

5. Team Teaching

Section D - Sixth Grade Organization

1. Source of Data

2. Assessment of Departmentalization

3., Problems of Teachers

i, General School Problems

5. Personal Reactions of Assistant to Principals
6. Contemplated changes

Section F - School Services

1. Introduction
2. School Services

(a) Guidance
(b) School Social Worker
(¢) School Psychologists

3. Discussion
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CHAPTER III

SCHOOL ORGANIZATION

A. School Personnel

The staffing of the pilot intermediate schools was based on recom-
mendations made to the Superintendent of Schools and implemented by
the Board of Education. These recommendations stated that:

"The success of the Intermediate School program will depend upon
an adequate, well trained staff. In determining a ratio, the number
of classroom teachers is most important. In addition, each school
should have guidance counselors, corrective reading teachers, a speech
teacher, an attendance teacher, librarians, laboratory assistants,
and a teacher skilled in audio-visual instructional procedure who
will function as a teacher-librarian. The services of social workers,

psychologists, and psychiatrists from appropriate bureaus should be
supplied to the_degree needed. A professional ratio of 1 to 15 is

the objective."

The objectives of the project (ESEA Title I) formed the basis for eval-
uating the special services being provided in the Pilot Intermediate
Schools. The description of the proiect stipulated that the Interme-
diate schools would "require the setting up of new and special testing
and guidance services,for remedial work, for subject specialists and
for human relations consultants.” The project envisioned a staff to
include "teacher-supportive personnel.” It was assumed that these
would include school social workers, school psychologists, guidance
counselors as well as personnel to assist in the library, auditorium
and cafeteria.

This evaluation attempted to determine the progress being made in
staffing the pilot intermediate schools with personnel working toward

the implementation of the objectives of the program.

l1pid. P. 45; Committee Recommendations to the Superintendent of
Schools. December 31, 1965.
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Data on the allotment of school personnel for the current year

were obtained from the Junior High School Office of the Board of Educa-
tion. The adequacy of these allotments was assessed by the principals
of the pilot schools. Toward the end of the school year, there was a
follow-up study of personnel. In addition, an in-depth analysis of
services was undertaken, limited to the guidance counselors in the
pilot schools, and the school psychologists and school social work-

ers in six selected pilot schools. Questionnaires and interviews

were the methods used to collect data.

I. Initial Study

(a) Assignment of Personnel

An analysis of the personnel allotments to the pilot schools based
on the October 31, 1966 report of the Board of Education revealed that
there were, on the average, 13.9 pupils per professional member of the

school staff. This ratio ranged from 10.3 to 17.5, with four schools

Jiolipits st SO e 2

having more than the 15 to 1 ratio, the goal set by the Board of Edu-

2

cation.® The professional staff included in this calculation were

the principal, assistant to principal, chairmen, classroom teachers,

B s S RS S e I G NI T gt 5 T+ WA I
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quota teachers, specialists, coordinators, librarians, and audio-vi- .
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sual personnel. It did not include teachers of special education,

school psychologists, social workers, or health personnel.

°A table presenting Ratio of Pupils to Professional Staff Members
in Pilot Intermediate Schools is found in Appendix A3,
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(b) School Experience Index

Data describing the percentages of regularly appointed teachers

5 G S S b B
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; in a school and also the percentages with more than three years of :
% teaching experience were obtained from the Bureau of Educational Pro- %
? gram Research and Statistics.d %
g Regarding regular appointments, the faculties of the 14 pilot schools %

consisted of an average of 59.7 per cent regular teachers, with a range
from 44.9 per cent to 76.7 per cent. No relationship was found between

the age of a school and the percentage of regular teachers on the facul-

PR A T I A € s N S

ty. In the four new schools, the percentages of regular teachers were

76.7 per cent, 73.9 per cent, 66.7 per cent, and 49.4 per cent.

The percentages of teachers with at least three years of experi-

ence averaged 61.0 per cent for the 14 pilot schools. The lowest was

A R A O 5 T A og LK B - gt <4 RG0S i 0

45.6 per cent and the highest, 71.2 per cent. In the four new schools,

these percentages were 55.3 per cent, 64.8 per cent, 63.8 per cent,
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and 45.6 per cent. In one of the new schools, over three fourths of
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[

§ the teachers were regularly appointed, but less than half had been :
% teaching for at least three years. i
i )
% (c) School Survey ;

A few months after the program was in operation in the 14 pilot

schools, a survey was made to determine the adequacy of the personnel

R o T 2 A AT ol

3This table appears in Appendix Ak.
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allotment and to pinpoint manifest inadequacies.

The principals of esch of the 14 pilot schools received a question-

naire in November 1966 which contained a check list for indicating the
adequacy of the number of assigned personnel in twenty different cate-

gories.h The following factors were assessed:

Supervisory Staff: In assessing supervisory personnel, ten

of the principals were satisfied with the number of assistants to
principal assigned to their school, and four indicated a need for
additional positions in this category. Only two indicated a suffi-
cient number of department chairmen.

Teacher Supportive Professional Personnel: The majority of

principals indicated adequate staffing of guidance counselors, libra-
rians, audio-visual personnel and laboratory assistants. Inadequacies

existed in all the other categories.

The following is a list, in rank order, of the ten most inadequately

staffed categories reported by the principals of the 14 pilot schools:

v

ot

School nurses

Dentists

Doctors

Social workers
Psychologists

Speech teachers

Attendance teachers

Human relations coordinator
Departmental chairmen
Non-English teachers

O\W IO\ FW I

-

The greatest deficiency was in the area of health services. These

bsee Appendix BI(d).
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personnel (nurses, doctors, and dentists) are not assigned to the schools
by the schools by the Board of Education. They are in the province of
the Department of Health.

The shortage of psychologists and social workers in the schools
Stems from the fact that they are assigned on a one or two-day-a-week
basis by the Bureau of Child Guidance. The principals found that this
was inadequate in terms of the needs of the schools.

Only two of the nine schools with a substantial number of Puerto
Rican pupils had a non-English teacher.

In response 1o the question on adequacy of the teaching staff, the
factor of teacher quality (inexperience, substitute, out-of-license)
was cited frequently as a major source of dissatisfaction.

This may be the result of the newness of the intermediate school
program and the conrequent lack of teachers specifically licensed for
this level. Staff is drawn from the elementary and junior high schools.

Teacher-Supportive Paraprofessional Personnel: Principals

reported an inadequate number of lunchroom aides and clerical assis-

tants.,

II. Follow-up Study of Personnel

In the follow-up spring survey,5 about half the principals reported

new staffing problems. Four schools faced difficulties as the result

e R ST B e

For questionnaire, see Appendix BII(b).
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of staff mobility (transfers and leaves). Experier.ced teachers were
replaced by inexperienced teachers in some instances. In at least
one school, teachers had been assigned to teach subjects out-of-1li-
cense. One school reported difficulty in adequately staffing the
humanities program, another found it necessary to dismiss an ineffec-
tive mathematics teacher, and still another reported that it was more
difficult than ever to obtain substitute teachers.

In response to the question "Have you been able to find solutions
for some of the staffing problems of last term,?" seven principals re-
plied affirmatively. In one instance, the district superintendent
assigned additional "above quota" teachers in two schools, the appoint-
ment of common branch (elementary license) teachers was cited and, in
another, the liberalized transfer privileges to the intermediate
schools was mentioned.* Some solutions, reflecting initiative at
the school level, were the conducting of a good in-service program,
and the use of colleges and other outside sources for assistance in

recruitment of staff members.

*See Memoranda to Assistant Superintendents and Principals of Day
Elementary and Junior High Schools dated May 10, 1966 and March 9, 1967.
These memoranda permit one teacher to transfer to designated schools,

"above the 57 per cent quota from a school below index" and two teachers
from a school above index.

The 1966 memorandum designated the Pilot Intermediate Schools as
schools to which the liberalized policy applied; only two such schools
are designated in the 1967 memorandum.
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: ITII. Discussion i
i >’,
: Although the Board of Fducation achieved its objectives of a i
; !
’ ] 3 ° ° 3 :g
5 fifteen to one ratio of pupils to assigned professional personnel, the i
i /
g’ (] (] (3 (] (] %
i reports of the principals revealed some serious gaps in staffing. Some £
g%

of deficiencies were beyond the control of the Board of Education, such

as in the case of health personnel. In other cases, the inadequacies
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became more apparent as the program developed. For exemple, only two
out of nine schools with substantial numbers of Puerto Rican pupils
had non-English teachers. It appears that more than a statistical
ratio is needed to provide schools with the personnel required to

implement the program.

B. _School Physical Facilities

1. Initial Study

In November 1966, the principals were asked to assess 21 basic

Sy eI AT AT PRI R e L N LN St ST Yt 20 ) TP P LS SIS T I by T K AT g

facilities in terms of their adequacy in meeting the objectives of the

6

Intermediate School Program.

The facilities most frequently cited as adequate included after-
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school work rooms, auditoriums, shops, gymnasiums, art rooms, and

typing rooms. The most serious deficiences were in conference rooms,
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guidance rooms, team-teaching rooms, teachers' work rooms, administrative

offices, audio-visual rooms, and science rooms. A number of schools

6see Appendix BI(d).
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indicated the need for additional classrooms to fulfill all the require-
ments of the new intermediate school curriculum. The newly constructed
schools were generally described as meeting more of the intermediate
school needs but, even in these newer schools, some inadequacies were
reported. Several principals voiced the hope that they might be con-
sulted on future I.S, building plans, so thay they might make recom-
mendations based on actual experience.

2. Follow-Up Study

No new problems in facilities were reported in this follow-up
study.7 Six schools indicated an intensification of existing problems
of space, and four mentioned inadequate facilities for team-teaching
activities. One school anticipated difficulties in planning for next
fall, in view of projected increases in enrollment.

3. Recommendations

Regarding solutions to problems reported in the initial survey,
one principal reprogrammed his school in order to make fuller use of
the auditorium, gymnasium, and library for tea